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BACKGROUND 


It is important here to recall the atmosphere in 1970 and 1971 
as the House and Senate committees began considering what 
ultimately became the Education Amendments of 1972 Alarming 
reports had been appearing regularly that attempted to chronicle 
the pending financial collapse of higher education ’ Accompany- 
ing theny. naturally enough, were numerous suggestions for al- 
leviatiig the problem Among the most frequently cited remedies 
wag the suggestion that colleges and universities should receive 
Fi deral general purpose assistance based upon a head-count of 

_the numbers of students enrolled Representative Green ac- 
cepted this proposal and developed a “capitation formula’ that 
provided aid to institutions based upon numbers of students en- 
rolled at different levels of study (Gladieux and Wolanin provide 
an unusual and detailed description of the volitical developments 
of this legislation in their forthcoming volume Congress and the 
Colleges )* ‘ 

Almost unanimously and enthusiastically the spokesmen for 
American higher education lined up behind the Green approach. 
In doing so they were going in a different cirection from the Car- 
negie Commission recommendations, the Nixon Administration, 
and Senator Claiborne Pell, Democrat of Rhode Island and 
chairman ot the Senate Education Subcommittee Each of these 
forces was:advocating more emphasis on student assistance Peli 
ultimately developed an institutional assistance formula based on 
the number of students receiving basic grants attending each 


_ Institution, and the Administration preferred this approach over 


the Green formula ® 
in remarks delivered just a few days after the Education 
Amendments were signed into law, Gladreux noted 
The associations and much of the concemed higher edis iin 
community placed an extraordinary tarth in the feadership and stay- 
ing Power of Representative Edith Green In retrospect this must be 
considered a miscatcuiation tn the final and crucral stage she did 
hat command the necessary votes and therefore did not prevail on 
many of the key issues There is a familiar saw among lobby'sts that 
you never work just one side af the aiste—in this case the major 
groups representing higher education were working only one 
, Member of Congress °° 
Nevertheless, Gladreux insisted that it is short-sighted to be- 
heve that the associations had “somehow lost out the fina! 
stretch " For, "there might not be any institutional ard in the bill at 
all had the associations not pressed the cause so tenaciously 
through the past five or six years 


“EARLY WARNINGS r 


“tn retrospect, it seems clear that the associations should have 
detected the dissatisfaction of several prominent legislators with 
their position tn the House, Democrat Brademas of indiana, 
‘Democra’ Frank Thompson of New Jersey, and Republican Albert 
4 Quire of Minnesota, pressed association representatives dunng 
hearings to justify their position on mstitutional aid Brademas 
later complained that committee members were 

distressed to find thal although leading collage and university 
spOkesMeN pleaded for general institutional assistance because 
they were in “financial distress.” they could not when pressed by 
‘Our committee, agree to a definition of “hnancial distress’ or even 
“enancral need “* 
He said: “We iumed to the citadels of reason We sand, ‘Tell 
‘us what you need,’ and they answered ‘We need $150 per student 
Decause that's whal we've been able to agree on "'S Furthermore. 


| 


an August 1971 story in the Chroficle of Higher Education 
reported that Pell “angrily attacked the Washington-based higher 
education associations as uncooperative and resistant to new 
ideas ""* 


NEW INITIATIVES 


Because the 1972 amendments are now due to expire, several 
proposals have been put forward that suggest what Congress 
ought fo de in enacting extension legislation First, several major 
reports on the financing of postsecondary education have been 
published since 1972 In 1974, Howard R. Bowen reviewed six 


» reports developed by the Carnegie Commisston on Higher Edu- 


cation, the Committee for Economic Development (CED), the Na- 
tioval Board on Graduate Education, the National Commission on 
the Financing of Postsecondary Education, the National Council 
ot Independent Calleges and Universities, and the Newman Task 
Force to the Secretary of HEW ‘5 

Among his conclustons he found that the reports were pointing 
in the direction of higher tuitions in state institutions and heavier 
reliance on loans tf student aid award packages, and confessed 
his “uneasiness” at the prospects of increased indebtedness for 
many students "8 : 

House Actionh—Among those sharing Bowen's uneasiness i8 
the current chairman of the House subcommittee with furisdiction 
of postsecondary education tegistation, James G O'Hara, Demo- 
crat of Michigan, He strongly denounced the proposals by CED 
and the Camegie Commission that tuition at public institutions be 
increased, and in February.of this year introduced a bill, HR. 
3471, “desianed to utthze the leverage of Federal student aid in 
such a way as to encourage the creation and utilization of low- 
cost educational opportunities "’? In March, his subcommittee 
began twelve days of hearings on the bill, and as of this wnting he 
and his colleagues are "marking-up” the legisiation, that 1s, 
amending it for consideration by the full House of Representa- 
tives 

The major changes included in R 3471 would | 

@ discontinue the National Direct Student Loan Program; 

@ reduce the maximum basic grant award from $1400 to $800, 
with the stipulation that the award could cover not dhe-hail of 
costs but all costs, 

@ modify the SEOG program so that (*) financial eligibility for 
SEOG would be governed by eligibility for the basic grant pro- 
gram, and (2) the SEOG grant would be a full scholarship to the 
stitution of the student's choice Hf the student could demonstrate 
outstanding academic poteritial; 

@ doyble the size of the work-study program and efiminate the 
current requirement that preference im funds go to those in "great 
financral\jpeed”, 

@ replace, over time, the Guaranteed Student Loan Pragram 
with a program of Federally teinsured state loans, 

@ eliminate postsecondary institutions from the lists of eligible 
lenders in the guaranteed student loan program: 

@ expand the State Scholarship Incentive Program from its cur: 
rent $20 milton authonzaticon annually to $200 million, and ex- 
pand the flexibility of thé states to use the funds to encourage 
no-huition enrollment programs. 

“O'Mara has a separate bill extending other parts of the Higher 
Education Act, and hopes to reportboth bills to the House floor for 
a vote this year ig 

Reaction to O'Hara B/li-Not surpnsingly. the changes proposed 
by O'Hara drew divided and strong responses from the higher 
education community Kathy Kelly, Pres:dent of the National Stu- 
dent Association, “endorsed wholeheartedly the low and no tut- 
tion principles on which this bill is based,” but wanted the base 
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grant ceiling of $800 raised, and opposed basing eligibility for 

SEOG's on merit '* John D Moseley. testifying as chairman of the 

Association of Amencan Colleges, told fhe O Hara subcommittee 
In alcandor we belreve the enactment of HR 2471 a8 introduce 
would have a devastating effect on students generally and on pri 

vate higher educatron in particular 

We believe further that HA 3471 actually obstructs our nation’s 
present public policy a policy which recogmizes 4 dial system of 
higher education and provider chorces of attendarice by students 
within that dual system '® ‘ 

The Director of Governmental Relations of the Amencan Cour- 
cilon Education, Chanes B Saunders ur told the subcommittee 
that the maxtmum basic grant should be between $1 600 and 
$2,000 annually * Saunders also questioned the wisdom of mak- 
ing the SEOG program a merit-based program, noting that al- 
though ment scholarships Warrant serious consideration they 
should be considered! separately from the question of need 
based aid : 

However, John € Tirell. Vice President of the Amencan As 
sociation of Community and Junior Colleges, found several things 
in the O'Hara bill to applaud, including removal Of the one-hall 
cost limitation ip the basic grant program, the ten-fold increase 1 
funding for the 8ta'e mventive grant program to be used atno * 
tuition institutions, and the bill's move away from reliance bn 
loans Nevertheless he questioned the wisdom of reducing the 
Maximum basic grant ** 

Senate Action —The auther of the basic grant program Genator 
Pell 1s not contemplating such mayor changes in student ard On 
November 12 he intreduced an omnibus education ill § 2657 
to extend the 1972 amendments the Vocational Education Act 
and the authorization tor the National Institute of Education 

Pell clearly differs from © Hara th ts philosaphy of student aid 
He told the Senate 

in the area of student aseiatance | propose raising the ceiling on 
baste grarts from $1 400 to $1 810 reflecting creases both in the 

+ cost of hing and intutian The bill retains the htation contained 

meamsting law that a basic grant cannet exceed hall the cost ota 
stuctent s echacation Ths proweton allows students to attend 
higher-cost private insttutions as well as tower cost? and 4 year 
Public institutrans & 


OTHER PROPOSALS 


The higher education community itselt has also developed 
several proposals for the consideration of Congress The Amen- 
cat Council on Education, having consulted widely with rep: 
reseitative associations and individuals throughout the higher 
‘edugation community ‘presented delailed recommendations for 
amending and extending the Higher Education Act betore the 
Sehate Subcommittes on Education on July 15 ® With respect to 
student aid, ACE recommended that the basic grant should be 
raised to $1 600 oF $1,800 per year and the halt-cost limitation 
removed. that the consensus model for needs analysis developed 
by the Nahonal Task Force on Student Atd Problems be used in 
determining both baste and supplemental grants that the 
minimum supplemental grant be raised from $200 to $400, that 
the eupptenrental grant be based of the full cost of attendance 
not to exceed the lesser of $1.500 of oneshaif the amount of other 
aid received by the student, that the State Student Incentive Grant 
program be expanded td $150 million in Fiscal 1977 and to $350 
million in Fiscal 1981, and that the work study program be in- 
creased to $700 million Finally, ACE recommended that institu: 
tions should have an administrative cost allowance of 5 percamt of 
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student aid, or $80 per aided student Whichever is greater, for the 
three campus-based programs and the basic grants 

The consensus model endorsed by ACE was itself an efor by 
the higher education community to simplify the delivery system 
tor student aid The National Ta®k Force eft Student Ald Probleme, 
a voluntary association of groupe interested in student aid prob: 
lems, was Converted i) 1974 bythe College Entrance Examina: 
{ion Board and suppurted by several foundations,” fhe Task 
Force directed its altention tq two significant probleme in the 
delivery system for student ailf (1) different agencies including 
the Officer of Education, the College Entrance Examination Board 
and the Amencan College Testing Progran) use different assump: 
tons in detentining parental ability to pay postsecondary educa 
tion costs, and (2) students and families have to complete savant 
different forms, requesting differant intonation (6 apply for dif 
ferent kinds of financial aid ty response to (hese problems, the | 
Task Force developed the consensus mortal of needs analysts 
and a prototype Common Student Data Font 

Other proposals for revising higher education ald have been 
developed by Lois 0 Rice, Vice President of the College En- 
trance Examitation Board, the Cameyie Council on Policy 
Studies 1 Higher Education, and the Consortium on Financing 
Higher Education * Rice suggested that basic grante Hot be re 
lated to Instructional costs, but should be designed so thal nanin 
Structional costs couid be fully covered Her proposal has been 
endorsed by the Camegie Counct!, which also recommended 
eliminating the halt-cost provision of (he basic grant, and increas 
ing the basic grant to $1,600 per year The Consortium on tilane 
ing Higher Education also supporta the Rice proposal anid the 
netting of he maximum basic grant award at $1,600 


INSTITUTIONAL AID 


The debate about how best to provide institutional aaaistance 
continues, although itis much diminished awe 1072 Ia sig 
nificant change fron its 1872 posture the American Council on 
Education has accepted the idea that institutional afd should be 
bared an student assistance but inthe belief that the complexity 
ol the fonnula bar been ‘one of the obstacles to funding” afin 
stilutional aid, has recommended thal institutions receive $200 
tot each student partenpating i the institutionally based and 
basic grant programa 

Gladreus and Wolanin claim thal the costaof inetiuction iistitus 


tional atd provisions iw the 1972 law “excited litte enthuaiagn 


among the associations or their member institutions & There 
sees to be somite evidence to suppor that contention Ralph K 
Hurtt, Executive Director of the National Association of State Unt: 
versities and Land Grant Colleges, emphasized befiya O'Hara's 
subcommittee ‘We would be remige if we did no! a that the’ 
cost ofeducation provision 4s nef an insttutional ard provi 
son“ Hult called the provisions “no ntore than an extension 
of basic contract law, ‘and concluded, “i may be that the cost 
ofF-educetion allowance is pot the way to doit because certainly, 
its track record, a8 everyone knows, if poor "2" 

Charles V Kidd, Executive Secretary of the Association of 
American Universities told the subcommittee that “the probleny’ 
with funding of the institutional ard provisions has been “the basic 
approach represented by the statute " 

Bradeias tenned such a view “a self-fulfilling prophecy” and 
suggested that one reason the instiulianal aid provisions have 
not been funded has been that "we have almost iyo pressure from 

the aggoctations that represent our eduCational institutions tor 
funding — “8 Gladieux and Wolanin also observe with respect 
to institutional aid that “onty limited, sporadic ettorts have been 
made to lobby tor ite hinding “* 


fy 


a if : 


v 


/ 


NEXT STEPS 


Racaine neither the Houre por the Senate aubcommittees had, 
in Novemnbey developed a tinal bil to be reported tora vote the 
outcome of the reauthor sation process ig unclear However” 
Nigher ¢ ducation Davy on Aniguet 13 reperted thal there in litte 
suppor aniony members of the House Poatmeconcaty bdueation 
Bubcommitte for Chaiman Janes Q Hara — bitltoamend 
Farteral student aid programe A provision to drop the ‘halt: 
of cow! finsit on Naate Educational Opportunity Granted conn 
ered tikely to nurvive — bultherewtatthe bill will qurety 
undergo major aurgery Even ithe House does decide to drop 
Ihe “halt of coat! provisions of the bane grant program Pell, as 
holed eddiat, fees committed to retaining than 

The aadociations appear to have taken aume atepa since 1072 
{hat will help (hem play a more effective role in (he cavelopment 
Of tho oxtonmiun legiatation In 1972 and subsequently the ae 

Yolations were cAticized Decaune hey Were unable to aupport 
(Note position with Hard data anc analyaia Since hen several ct 
the ansoctations have been improving and alrangthening thoir 
anatyinal camibiities The Amencan Cound on Fduoation, in 
particAlar hag created a Polioy Analyais Service, andO Mara | 
a duiting his aubconmmitted a hearings, the again: 
lane He had meeived from that unit 

Furthennore the aasaolalions have provided detailed gugges: 
tone for amending the axtating law i contrast ta 1072 whan moat 
of them aeened to teal (hat their proper ole wan nol lo advance 
_ Sllpratives but fo mact to the praporala of legiilatars: Moreaver 

{he aasoctations teatimony batore the House and Senate indi 

Cates that they have accepted tha Congrosatonal decision that 

wuctent aid will have priority over ineltutional ald 

/ The associations, theretore, may be able to work more eftey: 

lively with the author ging chrnmittees today than they did in 1972 

/ Ag welcome ae that altuation would be itwill not. in itnel! Quaran: 
fee increased aid to atadenta of inatutions The authorizing / 

| Commitees in Congrons authorize programe byt the appropria- 
flare comitittaes fund thant Ut may wall be that the associations 
moat ditticull lagka in the next yeveral year will ite in persuading 
the House and Senate appropriations gommilteds, and the new 
budget commilteas, to adequately fund fegialalion already au: 
thorized ‘ 
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